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under this system, the matter was brought before the ^House of
Commons, which, on 5 June 1888, passed a resolution that "in the
opinion of the House, any mere suspension of measures for the
compulsory examination of women, and for licensing and regulating
prostitution in India is insufficient, and the legislation which enjoins,
authorises or permits such measures ought to be repealed." It may be
mentioned that the English Contagious Diseases Act had already
been repealed owing to the outcry which was raised against the state
regulation of vice.
Chit of deference to the above resolution, the Contagious Diseases
Act was repealed in September 1888, and in the following year a
oew measure, the Cantonments Act, was passed in the Legislative
Council, and rules were framed thereunder shortly afterwards. In
1892, the Free Church of Scotland and other religious bodies sent in
protests to the Home and Indian authorities, stating that the old
system was being carried out under the new rules. After the usual
official denials, it was ascertained that there were some grounds for
these complaints, and a departmental committee was appointed to
inquire into them. The committee reported by a majority that the
only effective method of preventing the systematic practices which
had grown up was by means of express legislation, such as would
carry out the intentions expressed in the House of Commons resolu-
tion, and which would replace the executive orders which had been
abused in practice. The Secretary of State having agreed with the
opinion of the majority, the present Bill was introduced in the Legis-
lative Council. The Legal Member in charge of it had admitted at
the time of its introduction that it was a Bill which had been
brought forward " by direction of Her Majesty's Government with
the object of complying, if the Legislative Council should think fit to
do so, with the requirements of the majority of the Commission
which sat on the question of the examination in cantonments."
When the Bill came up for second reading, Sir Griffith Evans
criticized the manner of its introduction, and dealt at some length
with tbe position of the Council in relation to the Secretary of State
for India. He protested against the latter's assumption of a legislative
initiative which he did not think the constitution of the Indian
Government intended he should assume. The Secretary of State had